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(HSC-HO, n =257); 3) category 2 represented 
lower self-control and lower opportunity (LSC-
LO, n=190); and 4) category 3 represented 
lower self-control and higher opportunity 
(LSC-HO, n =344). The results show in Figure 
1. The highest mean level of online harassment 
was category 3 (lower self-control and higher 
opportunity, mean = 4.10). Thus, adolescents 
with low self-control and high opportunity had 
a considerably higher mean score on online 
harassment.  
 
To determine which independent variables 
(low self-control, opportunity, and interaction) 
were the predictors of online harassment as a 
dependent variable by gender, this study 
conducted a multiple regression to Model 3 
and 4. In Model 3 for males, regression results 
indicated an overall model of three predictors 
(low self-control, opportunity, and interaction) 
that significantly predict online harassment 
(R2 = .08, R2adj = .07, F (3,517) = 14.92, p < 
.001). That is, low self-control, opportunity, 
and their interaction accounted for 8% of 
variance in online harassment for males. There 
were no problems of multi-collinearity within 
independent variables because all tolerances 
were above .20 and VIF was below 4.0 
(O’Brien, 2007). The results of multiple 
regression also showed that low self-control (b 
= .48, t = 5.18) and opportunity (b = .82, t = 
3.41) were positively related to online 
harassment for males. However, the interaction 
between low self-control and opportunity was 
not significantly related to online harassment 
for males. Among independent variables in 
Model 3, low self-control was the most 
significant factor to online harassment (β = 
.22) compared to opportunity (β = .15). A 
summary of the regression is presented in 
Table 5.   
In Model 4 for females, regression results 
indicated an overall model of three predictors 
(low self-control, opportunity, and interaction) 
that significantly predict online harassment 
(R2 = .06, R2adj = .05, F (3,480) = 9.85, p < 
.001). That is, low self-control, opportunity, 
and interaction accounted for 6% of variance 
in online harassment for females. There were 
no problems of multi-collinearity within 
 
           Figure 1. Mean Level of Online Harassment for Interaction Group 
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independent variables because all tolerances 
were above .20 and VIF was below 4.0. The 
results of multiple regression also showed that 
only low self-control (b = .24, t = 4.98) was 
positively related to online harassment for 
females. However, opportunity and the 
interaction between low self-control and 
opportunity were not significantly related to 
online harassment for females. Therefore, for 
one-unit increase in low self-control, there was 
.24 change in online harassment for females. In 
Model 4 for females, only low self-control was a 
significant factor to online harassment (β = 
.22). A summary of the regression is presented 
in Table 6. 
 
Table 5 
Multiple Regressions with the Interaction Effect for Males 
Model 3 b SE β t p Tolerance VIF
Online 
Harassment 
Low self-control .476 .092 .220 5.179 .000 .991 1.009
Opportunity .819 .240 .145 3.412 .001 .991 1.009
LSC * Opportunity .104 .064 .069 1.628 .104 1.000 1.000
R2 (R2adj) .080( .074) 
F(3,517) 14.92*** 
Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
 
Table 6 
Multiple Regressions with the Interaction Effect for Females 
Model 4 b SE β t p Tolerance VIF
Online 
Harassment 
(constant) -1.543 .617  -2.502 .013   
Low self-control .242 .049 .221 4.976 .000 .993 1.007
Opportunity .099 .125 .035 .792 .429 .987 1.014
LSC * Opportunity .061 .032 .085 1.921 .055 .994 1.006
R2 (R2adj) .058 ( .052) 
F(3,480) 9.85*** 
Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
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Fourth, this study conducted the analysis 
of interaction between low self-control and 
opportunity, in particular if the interaction 
might have an influence on online harassment. 
Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) suggested that 
individuals with low self-control are more likely 
to engage in various types of deviant and 
criminal behaviors than those with high self-
control, especially when presented with 
opportunity (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). 
This study found that adolescents who are 
impulsive, insensitive, short-sighted, and risk-
taking are more likely to commit crime with 
less opportunity (less parental control of 
computer using time). That is, the lower self-
control and the higher opportunities 
adolescents have, the more they commit online 
harassment. While Pratt and Cullen (2000) 
claimed that opportunity did not work well as 
a moderating predictor of deviance and crime, 
this study found the moderating effect between 
low self-control and opportunity on online 
harassment similar to previous research 
(LaGrange & Silverman, 1999; Longshore & 
Turner, 1998; Moon & Alarid, 2015; Seipel & 
Eifler, 2010; Smith, 2004). 
Finally, this study analyzed how gender 
differences with self-control and opportunity 
impact online harassment. Gender differences 
in the general theory of crime are still 
contested. Higgins (2006) noted that many 
researchers have found mixed results 
concerning low self-control explaining gender 
differences. While Tittle et al. (2003) showed 
that low self-control could account for the 
gender difference, Longshore et al. (1996) 
asserted that low self-control should not 
explain gender differences with offenses. Moon 
et al. (2012) suggested distinctive findings that 
some factors about opportunity differently 
impacted illegal downloading across gender. 
For example, hours of computer usage increase 
illegal downloading for boys, while the 
opportunity factor did not have any significant 
effect for girls (Moon et al., 2012).  
Online harassment is another 
technologically enabled criminal activity. 
While generally relegated to the lower tier of 
offenses, often misdemeanors, the psychological 
impact where a child is the target of the online 
harassment may be significant (Finkelhor et 
al., 2000). In some cases, this has led to suicide 
among volatile and confused youth (Van Geel 
et al., 2014).  
Where online harassment takes place 
through methods of obfuscation, the 
investigative resources needed may not be 
justified for an apparent misdemeanor absent a 
particularly terrible outcome, such as a child 
suicide. But by defining indicia of likely 
offenders, an investigator/digital forensics 
examiner may be able to triage targets for 
investigation, enabling them to more efficiently 
use resources against such online misconduct. 
When combined with computationally enabled 
forensic tools, this may go further to pinpoint 
more likely potential offenders. 
With the expansion and maturation of 
computer mediated criminal investigation in 
the use of digital forensics against online 
misconduct, professionals within the discipline 
should be called upon for advice and guidance 
on policies to help prevent and remediate such 
misconduct. As the study indicates, low self-
control combined with opportunity creates a 
risk of misconduct. This may indicate a 
heightened attention to issues of low self-
control in youth and the need for services to 
help as well as, possibly, heightened oversight. 
School, social, and parental policies to reduce 
opportunity and the risk it creates for online 
misconduct should also be considered to both 
deter the offender (reducing the damage that 
inflicts on the offender herself) and protect 
possible victims and their psychological and 
emotional well-being. 
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investigation and remediation of this particular 
form of digital crime. 
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